26o	CONTRACTS
the interval between the making of the contract and the time of
performance are irrelevant.
It follows that if the money of account has depreciated in
money of value the creditor will receive less in real value than the amount
account fixed by the contract. A striking example of this is afforded by
immateml In re Chesterman's Trusts* where the facts were these:
By a deed executed in 1911 and expressly made subject to English
law, a German national mortgaged his share under an English trust
fund to a Dutch bank as security for a loan of 31^000 marks. At that
date the lender would have been entitled by German law to insist upon
repayment in gold marks, but the law was altered after the outbreak of
the 1914 War by a statute which provided that an obligation to pay a
specified sum in marks should be dischargeable by the delivery of paper
marks to the same nominal amount. The intrinsic value of 31,000
paper marks in 1923, the date of repayment, was very greatly less than
the value of 3 i?ooo gold marks at the time of the loan.2
It was held that repayment in the depreciated paper currency
discharged the obligation of the debtor. The contract to repay
the money of account, i.e. a given number of German marks,
was a contract to repay whatever might be legal tender at the
time of repayment, not at the time of the contract, in the
country where the mark circulated.
system of     Xo meet such cases of currency depreciation, certain coun-
tfonobtains tries have adopted a system of revalorization under whieh a
in some debtor must in certain circumstances pay to the creditor more
*     countnes units of account than those fixed by the original transaction.3
Thus, after the German reichsmark had been substituted for
the mark the German courts, taking advantage of article 242
of the Code, which runs,
'the debtor is bound to effect the performance of his obligation accord-
ing to the requirements of good faith',
would order a debtor owing a sum in the old currency to pay
such a sum in reichsmarks as, having regard to all the circum-
stances of the case, appeared to be just4
1	[1923] 2 Ch. 466. See also Ottoman Bank of Nicosia v. Chakanan, [1938]-
A.C. 260.
2	Apparently the lender would receive about £i. i$s. instead of £1,500*
3	Mann, op. cit, pp. 74 et seqq.; Wolff, pp. 465-6.
4	Rt Schnafper, [1936] r All E.R. 322, 325. In addition, different revaloriza-
tion rates were specifically fixed for various classes of monetary obligations; Wolff,
p. 466.

